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2010 VISION AND STRATEGY: GOVERNANCE, ORGANISATION AND 
STRUCTURE 
I have great pleasure in forwarding a copy of the report of the Synthesis Group convened by the 
Oversight Committee to have a first go at pulling together ideas developed across the CGIAR for 
a process of change in the way we do our business. 
2. The Synthesis Group focused on issues of governance, organisation and structure. The 
terms of reference are set out in Annex A. The members of the Synthesis Group were selected 
for their knowledge of both the CGIAR and change processes, but they served in a personal 
capacity - Annex B. 
3. In our work we drew on the vast experience of the members of the Synthesis Group and 
on the excellent documents from TAC, the CBCYCDC, Finance Committee, the Electronic 
Conference, ElARD and from Members and individuals. We spent two days discussion the 
issues in working groups and plenary sessions with facilitation services. A drafting group then 
drew together the conclusions into the attached report. 
4. The discussions were lively and wide-ranging - and not always conclusive. This is not 
surprising given this was the first time we had had a chance to discuss some of the issues and 
their wider implications. There were areas where we reached consensus and others where we 
recognised the need for further work or information. 
5. The main issues we focused on were: 
l the opportunities and threats that are presented by the rapidly changing context in 
which we live and the need to change the way we do business to improve our 
efficiency and impact, to maintain and strengthen the relevance of and support for the 
CGIAR; 
l the need to improve the research agenda setting processes, p,articularly at regional 
levels; 
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l the need to work better together and to be more coherent and cohesive - and in 
particular, the proposal to set up a ‘Federation’; 
l the need to reform some of our structures and governance; 
l the role that modes of funding could play in increasing efficiency and in providing 
incentives for change and the need for donors to work together more; and 
l the opportunities for some quick wins through relatively minor changes in the way we 
work, that would result in efficiency gains or cost savings. 
The main conclusions we reached were: 
Where decisions are needed at ICW 
l ‘No change’ - is not an option. The CGIAR will not be able to respond to the new 
agenda, take the opportunities presented by new science, new partnerships and 
advances in communication technologies or to cope with pressures on its resources if 
it does not make changes to the way it does business and to some of its structures. 
l We need to start now on a process that will enable us to achieve some quick wins as 
we move forward on a process of more radical change. 
l The agenda for change will be complex and require an overview across the whole 
CGIAR. It will need to be managed and at times driven. The CGIAR will need to 
establish and empower a ‘change team’ or ‘implementation group’ at ICW2000. 
l There are risks associated with any process of change, the greatest stems from those 
of loss of donor support for the process of change. Experience with change 
management shows that there are cost associated with change -these will need to 
be funded. The gains often take longer to be realised. It will be important therefore for 
the Members to be prepared to help create incentives for change and it be prepared 
to explore complementary ways of funding the CGIAR that are additional to current 
ODA. An early meeting of funding Members will be needed and initially at ICW2000. 
However. it may be that the decision to change or develop new funding modalities will 
require a meeting at a ‘Higher Level’. 
Where further discussion at ICW is needed 
l We need to st,rengthen our agenda setting processes, particularly at regional level, 
and to build wherever possible on the work of our regional partners - but this needs 
more discussion. 
l There are considerable attractions to moving to a more federal way of doing business 
as this will allow the transfer of some functions to a ‘Federation’, thereby achieving 
economies of scale and other efficiencies in the ways in which we work. The proposal 
to form a Federation, is naturally controversial and will need further discussion and 
elaboration, but it could offer a real catalyst for change, a reallocation of functions 
among the components and entities which comprise the CGIAR and a clearer 
definition of responsibilities. However it would imply a move away from some aspects 
of the principles of independent centres, donors and consensual ways of working; 
these have been our strength in the past but could be our undoing in the future if we 
do not move forward - this is another topic for discussion and some clear decisions at 
Icw2000. 
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6. We must make some clear decisions at ICW2000 and to put in place to means to move 
forward - for ‘Getting on with it’ - with a view to reaching closure on the policy framework 
necessary, together with an implementation strategy by MTM2001. We should aim for 
substantial progress by ICW2001. 
7. ‘The Oversight Committee will be discussing this Report at their meeting in Washington 
on Friday 20’” October and so may have some comments, observation and recommendations to 
convey to the CGIAR at ICW. 
8. Finally I must thank all those who took part in the meeting at Sonning. They worked hard, 
they were constructive and I hope they and the rest of the CGIAR feel we made progress. 
Yours Sincerely 
Andrew Bennett 
OC Synthesis Process 
cc Members of the CGIAR Oversight Committee, Selcuk Ozgediz 
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. SUMMARY 
As part of the ‘2010 Vision and Strategy’ programme, the Mid-term Meeting of the CGIAR in 
Dresden the Oversight Committee was asked to convene a ‘synthesis processes’, based on the 
work of TAC, CBC/CDC, and Finance Committee and on the results of an E-Conference, 
together with any contributions from Members on issues of the reform of governance, 
organisation and structure and to report to ICW2000. 
The synthesis process consisted of a two-stage process lasting 4 days, held atsonning in the 
UK. The first stage consisted of facilitated plenary and working group discussions; in the second 
stage a small drafting committee pulled together the outputs of the plenary and working groups 
into this report. The members of both the synthesis and drafting groups served in personal 
capacity. Annex B 
Our discussions focused on the broad themes of the context and need for change, setting the 
research agenda, working together better, streamlining our processes, money matters and how 
we might move forward - quickly and decisively! 
Despite the breadth of perceptions and the complexity of the issues we identified many areas of 
consensus and several where further work or discussion are needed. 
The main conclusions of the synthesis process are: 
l The CGIAR will not be able to implement the new agenda set out in the TAC Vision paper, 
respond to the opportunities presented by new science, new partnerships, and advances in 
information and communications technologies or cope with the pressures on it resources - if it 
does not make changes to the way it is organised and carries out its business. 
l The CGIAR must start now on a process that will enable us to make some quick wins as we 
move forward on a process of more radical and managed change. The quick wins include: 
l pooling support services across the system, 
l spacing meetings, 
l reducing the numbers of committees, 
l reducing the size of boards, 
l streamlining the secretariats, 
* being clearer when processes are necessarily inclusive and participatory and when 
decisions and implementation are the responsibility of a smaller 
executive/management group, 
l being prepared to work with and trust the judgements of others, 
l being clearer on accountabilities - who is responsible and to whom - and by when, 
l adjustments to the style of meetings, 
l a culture that aims to reduce transaction costs and ensure that the maximum amount 
of funds and resources are deployed on research for the benefit of poor people, and 
l clearer decision making. 
Longer-term transformation Issues include: 
l the setting up of a ‘FEDERATION’, its Board and support unit, 
l clarifying and strengthening the agenda setting at regional levels, 
l a stronger separation of the consultation and participatory activities from those where 
executive action is more appropriate, 
l a review of the mandate, scope, competences and modus operandi of TAC, 
l merging of secretariats, and 
l changes in the modes of funding 
This is a difficult and complex agenda that will require managing and at times ‘driving’. Hence it 
will be important to establish and empower a ‘change team’ or implementation groupand a 
timetable at ICW2000 
Finally, even though the tasks are complex there is a real need to press forward - hence the title 
of this report - Getting on with it. 
The following conclusions for specific items of action appear in the text : 
l At lCW2000, Members will need to decide whether or not to establish a Federation. 
If approved, a task force or change management group will need to be set up to 
act upon the decision. Such a task force should comprise a full time manager with 
support in the necessary fields of institutional change, legal issues and 
management of complex research organisations. There might also be an interim 
steering committee comprising the chairs of the OC, FC, CBC and CDC. Para. 30. 
l The ‘implementation task force or task manager’ with appropriate outside help 
including from the Centres, should also revisit the present structural organisation 
of the CGIAR Centres and develop proposals for future organisational 
arrangements at the centre level for consideration at MTM 2001. Para 36. 
l An external review of TAC’s mandate, scope, competences and modus operandi 
might be a way forward. Para 38. 
l The Oversight Committee in consultation with the Cosponsors should initiate a 
process of analysis and evaluation of these issues ( namely the organisation, 
functions and funding of the TAC and CG Secretariats). Para 42. 
l The Oversight Committee be asked to establish a working group or ‘task force’, 
drawn from across the system to develop guidance on good practice across the 
CGIAR and report by MTM 2001 (namely, on competitive funding). Para 59. 
l The CGIAR Chairman through the heads of the Cosponsoring agencies should 
convene in 2001 a High Level meeting of donors/Members to discuss the issues of 
greater coherence in funding, ways of leveraging new funds for other international 
processes and the prospects for moving towards new modes and systems of 
funding. This meeting should be based on some specific proposals and be 
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developed through earlier consultations with the donors and centres during 
ICWZOOO. Para 63. 
l Finally, the Synthesis Group encourages the CGIAR to make some decisions at 
ICWZOOO to move forward and put in place the mechanisms and incentives that 
will initiate and sustain a process of change. However we need a timetable for 
implementation, with milestones and responsibilities clearly set. We need 
significant progress by MTM2001 and to aim to reach closure on the main issues 
by the end of 2001. The changes should be agenda driven. Para 78. 
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I. THE CONTEXT FOR CHANGE 
1. The context within which the CGIAR operates is changing and changing rapidly. To make 
most of the opportunities and cope with the threats organisations must change and change 
rapidly - but change should be purposeful. Significant changes in an institution are never easy to 
launch. In a complex system such as the CGIAR, with multiple autonomous actors, far reaching 
objectives, and activities that span the globe, it is an enormous challenge to marshal the 
commitment, enthusiasm, and perseverance required to effect substantial changes. 
2. The CGIAR system has operated on the basis of: 
. Independent Centres 
n Independent donors 
n Independent technical advice 
. Decision-making by consensus 
3. To make and implement decisions for far-reaching and comprehensive change in this 
setting presents major tasks of sequencing and management. Despite this difficulty, it appears 
that the time is ripe for the various parts of the CGIAR to move together to create new ways of 
working toward the goal of poverty reduction and a sustainable future harvest for all the world’s 
people. This paper sets out some critical steps and decisions which must be taken in order to 
begin a process of change which will encompass all the constituent parts of the CGIAR. 
4. The proposals now before the CGIAR flow from a series of reviews and reflections 
undertaken across the system following the Third System Review in 1998. These include: 
. The TAC Vision and Strategy paper re-emphasises the commitment of the 
CGIAR to its mission - to achieve sustainable food security and reduce poverty in 
developing countries through scientific research and research-related activities in 
the fields of agriculture, livestock, forestry, fisheries, policy and natural resources 
management. 
. The European donors group has outlined a vision of renewal which emphasises 
regional priority, high quality science and partnership. 
. The Centres - through the joint efforts of the Centre Directors and the Centre 
Board Chairs Committees (CDCXSC) - have elaborated a proposal for working 
together with Members in a Federation to provide a more cohesive and cost- 
effective set of central services and strategic planning. 
. The work of the Finance Committee confronts squarely the financial challenges 
facing the CGIAR system, and proposes steps to secure and surpass, past 
funding efforts. 
. An electronic conference held in August 2000 brought into dialogue the views of 
all CGIAR constituencies on possibilities for governance, organisational, and 
structural reforms. 
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Further contributions were received from special meetings of TAC and the CDCKBC and other 
Members and individuals. 
5. In October 2000, a Synthesis Group convened by the Oversight Committee drew on the 
documents and reviewed the events leading up to ICW 2000. It concluded that the energy and 
forward momentum generated by all these efforts can and should begalvanised into a binding 
agreement to proceed with both care and determination toward a genuine reform of the CGIAR 
but aiming to achieve closure by ICW2001. 
Why Change is Now Possible 
6. There are important new developments in the CGIAR operating environment which make 
this a promising moment for renewal and change. These include: 
. new possibilities for breakthroughs in the fight against poverty through the 
application of new science and indigenous knowledge; 
. a new collective spirit among the centres, evidenced in the CDC/CBC paper; 
. new modes of communication which allow virtual connections among people and 
ideas; 
l new modalities for fruitful interaction with private for-profit and not-for-profit 
entities active’in both science and development communities; and 
. opportunities to contribute to policy dialogue and play a role in the implementation 
of multilateral agreements on environmental and natural resources issues 
7. As research needs and possibilities have expanded, the need to perform with high 
efficiency and cost-consciousness has grown. The CGIAR has confronted significant financial 
hardship during recent years of eroding ODA availability. The need to tighten belts, to 
streamline, to tap new resources and to optimise the efficiency of operations is agreed by all. 
8. All these reinforce the need for meaningful and consequential change in the institutional 
structure, the governance and the modus operandi of the CGIAR. It is in response to these 
opportunities the CGIAR should move decisively and start a process of change. 
A New Positioning 
9. The CGIAR is a producer of global public goods of unique importance to the world’s poor. 
It produces knowledge, technology and works in partnerships with other with the aim of applying 
the products of scientific research to the problems of the poor and malnourished. In doing this, it 
draws upon the talent and energy of scientists from many countries, and across sectors and 
disciplines. It is able to transcend the limitations imposed on some other researchorganisations 
and individuals by national boundaries, and political constraints. 
10. The CGIAR is a key constituent of the constellation of global institutions which are 
emerging in this century to combat the problems of poverty, natural resource management, and 
environmental protection. 
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11. The change exercise must aim to make the System: 
. a recognised leader in supplying unique agricultural research based global public 
goods of benefit to the world’s poor; 
. more inclusive and responsive; 
. more coherent and cohesive; 
. more flexible and efficient; and 
. more effective in its collaboration with many partners. 
This should ensure that the CGIAR is correctly positioned and financed within the strategic 
investment programmes of its Members. 
II. SETTING THE RESEARCH AGENDA 
The current system 
12. One of the most important tasks of the CGIAR is to agree on a research agenda that it 
will collectively support. Currently this process runs as follows. TAC, in close consultation with 
Centres and regional associations of National Agricultural Research Systems, prepares every 3- 
5 years a major report outlining recommendations on the CGIAR’s future priorities and 
strategies. Its recommendations subsequently provide the broad framework against which the 
Centres develop their medium plans (for a three year period with a one year rolling horizon). 
These plans are discussed by TAC, which provides a commentary to the Group. The Group 
discusses the Centre plans together with TAC’s comments, gets the views of other partnership 
committees and endorses or otherwise TAC’s proposals. Subsequently every year in March the 
Centres formulate an annual research agenda, which is reviewed by TAC for its consistency 
with the Medium-term Plans, and then approved or otherwise by the Group as a whole at MTM. 
In September, TAC reviews the Centre financing plans, monitors significant deviations from the 
CGIAR’s approved priorities and, if any, brings these to the attention of the Finance Committee. 
This process is systematic, it involves many committees - the transaction costs are high. 
The future approach 
13. The future research agenda should reflect the new two pronged integrated approach that 
would entail support for agricultural and natural resources research that will address the needs 
of the poor in the- more favoured areas, while at the same time tackling the more complex 
problems of poverty and food security in the lessfavoured areas. The CGIAR’s activities should 
complement those of other organisations engaged in agricultural research and in other sectors 
whose development is key to poverty reduction such as education and health. Three key 
organising principles are: 
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. the diverse nature and extent of poverty and natural resources degradation in 
different regions dictates that research focused on poverty reduction and 
prevention should start from regional problem identification and priority setting; 
. the increased globalisation of science and the rapid pace of change in the 
external science environment dictate that the CGIAR must be strategically placed 
in a global context to be able to take full advantage of the advances; and 
. many of the regional issues and priorities scale up to global issues and priorities, 
for example in the fields of biodiversity conservation, sustainable resource 
management, poverty and malnutrition, climate change, while technologies aiding 
their solution, such as intellectual property management, information and 
communication technologies, genomics are global in their application. 
Regional Approach to Research Planning 
14. These principles will drive the System toward both a more focused regional approach to 
mobilise science for poverty reduction, and enhancing the natural resources base while 
maintaining a global presence and focus on major commodities and research themes. 
Strengthen the work of the System at regional level will be essential for achieving the new 
mission and goals of the CGIAR. The focus of the CGIAR should be on outputs that constitute 
global and international public goods that can be utilised effectively in different areas of the 
developing world. 
15. In view of the new vision and strategy of the CGIAR, and the need to streamline 
efficiency of governance, three major aspects will require a change to this current approach. 
l First, and foremost, there is the need to strengthen the regional dimension to the 
formulation of the research agenda. This has been noted in both the TAC Vision and 
Strategy Document and EIARD papers. 
l Second, the regional approach will involve a bottom up approach to research planning 
involving many partners, leading to the formulation of demands for particular research 
programmes. 
l Third, in the discussions on the research agenda there is a need to separate those 
activities that should be inclusive and consultative from those where there is a need to 
be executive and managerial at both regional and global levels. 
These demands will have to be converted into researchable issues, for which the CGIAR has a 
comparative advantage, a reasonable chance of success and a high expectation of bringing 
benefits to poor people. Recommendations then have to be made onprogrammes developed 
through such a regional approach for consideration by the Group. The implications of these 
three aspects for the formulation and approval of the CGIAR’s research agenda are discussed in 
the following paragraphs. 
Actors and Their Roles 
16. In the formulation of a CGIAR research agenda several actors should have a key role. 
Whenever possible the CGIAR should draw on existing regional research organisations and 
communication/information networks including the GFAR to organise consultation processes. 
TAC (possibly aided by small regional sub-TAC’s or by well established regional 
bodies/networks) could, where necessary, serve as a facilitator or convener and synthesiser 
bringing together different research and development partners, help to transform research 
demands into researchable and achievable programmes, encouraging a bottom up approach to 
research planning, and act as a filter for reconciling regional and global priorities. TAC could 
also encourage good practice and deal with cross-cutting issues. Centres, in close collaboration 
with their partners, should develop concrete research proposals at both the regional and global 
levels. Consultations on the research agenda with the broader community should thus be both 
at the TAC and the Centre level, rather than within the meetings of the CGIAR where the focus 
of the Members ought to be on executive and management decisions. TAC and thecentres 
would also ensure that there are adequate mechanisms for assessing the impact of the 
implementation of the research agenda on the CGIAR goals both at the Centre and System 
level. The processes of consultation would not have to be carried out every year, they could be 
done every 2 to 4 years. The implication of these changing roles is that the skills and 
competencies of TAC members might need to include the skills of facilitation, participatory 
planning and negotiation as well as those in the current technical fields. 
17. The above approach should make the process of the formulation of the research agenda 
leaner, more rational and more transparent. Regional consultations will play a much more 
important role in developing the CGIAR research agenda. The proposed Centre ‘code of 
conduct’ for regional collaboration should also greatly facilitate this process. In practice, TAC 
should continue to make recommendations on CGIAR Priorities and Strategies (say every three 
years) and on the global and regional research agenda, based on broad consultation and 
participation at the regional levels with a wide range of partners. These recommendations would 
provide the Centres with a broad framework within which it can formulate concrete research 
proposals. The regional dimension and approaches would be implemented with a global 
perspective on outputs of international public goods, and involve close regional collaboration. 
The functions of the Members would be clearly defined in terms of making decisions and raising 
the required funding. Centres and their Partners, supported by the advice of TAC, would be the 
primary actors in the formulation of the agenda, setting priorities, development of a constituency 
for the research and in implementing the agenda. It would be the responsibility of all the CGIAR 
to ensure the outputs have an impact. 
III. WORKING BETTER TOGETHER -THE FEDERATION 
18. Opportunities for a more cohesive research effort with greater impact on sustainable 
poverty reduction and identifying and achieving cost savings and efficiencies among Centres 
and among the various components of the System have been examined. Various models and 
approaches have been considered including the proposals set out in the CBC/CDC paper for 
achieving these cost savings and efficiency gains. 
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19. One approach that received considerable attention and discussion was the creation Of a 
central entity created by and for the Centres. This approach would encourage greater 
interaction and efficiencies particularly in management, administration, and the provision of 
common services. In this approach the lines of authority, responsibility and accountability are 
clearly drawn and rest solely within the purview of thecentres. However, it does not address the 
larger issues of strategic planning, decision-making and management of the broader system. It 
also does not provide an appropriate framework to facilitate the transfer of other functions within 
the system to a centralised and accountable entity. During the Synthesis process, thecentres 
stated their concern that this approach adds costs (e.g., new central unit and Board) which 
cannot be offset by the cost savings achieved simply through provision of common services. 
Furthermore, the model lacks an appropriate framework for managing task forces, integration of 
strategic planning would be difficult, and current duplications among CGIAR entities would not 
necessarily be eliminated. 
20. A second model discussed builds upon and extends on the model described above. It 
goes further by providing the opportunity to integrate other functions as appropriate into a 
central entity that would be created jointly by Members andcentres, and hence strengthen the 
partnership between CGIAR Members and Centres. 
21. Because the second model holds the potential for achieving a broader array of 
objectives, it deserves consideration by the CGIAR. This second approach is described in more 
detail below. 
22. A Federation model supported jointly by the Members and Centres offers opportunities to 
achieve efficiency gains through the consolidation of central services provided to Members and 
Centres in areas such as intellectual property management, information and communication 
technology services, resource mobilisation, public awareness, human resources, management 
training, programmatic reporting, and representation of the CGIAR at international fora. In 
addition, it presents opportunities to enhance communication and interaction among Centres 
and between Members and Centres. 
23. Some additional functions of the Federation would include strategic planning for the 
CGIAR system in the context of TAC’s advice, enhancement of science quality through, e.g., 
monitoring the adherence to a Code of Conduct and Practices bycentres and by multi-centre 
collaborative undertakings. At ICW the federation would bring policy recommendations to the 
attention of the Membership for approval. It would provide periodic programmatic reports and 
share information and advice in between ICWs (if the CGIAR decides to abolish MTM.) The 
Federation would provide a framework under which regionally focused activities can be 
conducted effectively and efficiently. In particular, it would be the focal point of and provide 
increased accountability for inter-centre activities, system-wide programmes and task forces. 
The Federation would develop and implement mechanisms to benchmark as well as 
harmonise/standardise Centres’ administrative policies and practices. 
24. The Federation would need to be jointly sponsored by Members andcentres and would 
consist of Centres, a jointly appointed board and a central support unit. 
25. The Federation would be established as a legal entity. It would be governed by a 
management board that would have ‘fiduciary’ responsibility. In that capacity it would ensure 
strategic planning development. It would manage aspects of system-wide activities and make 
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policy recommendations to the Members and thecentres. It would provide opportunities for and 
facilitate the restructunng of Centres. It would be accountable to the Members and report 
annually to the Members and the Centres. 
26. The Board of the Federation would consist of seven Members. One would be appointed 
by the CGIAR Chair, three would be appointed by the Members and three by the Centres. 
Board Members would be independent, experienced and respected and would serve in their 
personal capacity. They would not be actively involved in Centres including Centre Boards and 
Member organisations while serving on the board. Board Members would be accountable to the 
CGIAR Members and the Centres. Board Members would select their own chair. 
27. The Federation office ( or central support unit) would consist of a small staff as required 
by the functions of the office, with appropriate support. 
28. The establishment of the Federation Board and central support unit must be cost neutral 
from the beginning. It is expected that subsequently it would lead to cost savings. The costs 
associated with the Federation Board would be offset by cost reductions in the aggregate of 
Centres’ Boards. Similarly, the cost of the central support unit office should be less than that of 
the currently provided central services by simultaneously transferring funds and service 
functions from other bodies, such as AIARC, Future Harvest, CAS, IT services and the CGIAR 
Secretariat. This would also reduce current duplications such as in public awareness between 
the CGIAR Secretariat and Future Harvest. Funding provided for the federation board and office 
will be transparent and shared by Members and Centres, thereby enhancing accountability and 
efficiency, based on auditing and system reporting. 
29. The obvious benefits for the Mem.bers in particular will be transparent accountability, 
increased cost effectiveness, and freeing up funds for research. 
30. At /CW2000, Members will need to decide whether or not to establish a Federation. 
If approved, a task force or change management group will need to be set up to act upon 
the decision. Such a task force should comprise a full time manager with support in the 
necessary fields of institutional change, legal issues and management of complex 
research organisations. There might also be an interim steering committee comprising 
the chairs of the OC, FC, CBC and CDC. 
IV. STREAMLINING 
Decision Making Process of the CGIAR 
31. The CGIAR has four main organisational components: 
. The Cosponsors who provide an overall institutional umbrella; 
. The Members who contribute to the funding of the research activities 
(shareholders); 
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. The Centres which plan and execute the research activities; and 
. . TAC which provides independent technical advice to the shareholders 
The shareholders organised as a Consultative Group are the main element in the governance 
and decision making process of the system. They decide the resources to be committed and, 
on the advice of TAC and the FC, the ways in which the resources will be allocated. 
32. There is a widely agreed perception that the decision making process of the CGIAR has 
become excessively cumbersome, time consuming and at times ineffective. In part, this is the 
result of the success of the CGIAR in attracting new stakeholders representing different 
constituencies. The number of Members has increased, specially from the developing world 
and also the number of Committees representing special interest constituencies which are also 
partners in the development process. The importance of having frequent and fruitful interaction 
with all these partners, especially during the process of identifying problems and defining the 
research agenda, is recognised. However GFAR and regional fora could be valuable partners in 
carrying out these important interactions and dialogues. 
33. The decision making process could be significantly streamlined on the assumption that 
two other major recommendations being proposed are adopted: (a) a consultative bottom-up 
process for the identification of problems and construction of the proposed agenda by TAC 
based on regional approaches, and (b) the organisation of a new federation of centres. 
34. It is proposed that the decision-making process be reorganised and streamlined in four 
interrelated ways: 
. First that ICW2000 include a closed session of Members to define and approve 
the agreed agenda and the allocation of funds. 
. Second that mid-term meetings be discontinued after MTM 2001 (in South 
Africa), provided that the CGIAR entrusts decision-making between ICWs to a 
smaller group. 
. Third that regional consultation meetings be organised jointly by TAC and the 
Centres to interact with other interested stakeholders in the construction of the 
research agenda. 
. Fourth that greater use of communication and information technologies including 
teleconferencing, electronic exchanges, and Web technologies. 
Centre Restructuring 
35. The present structure of the research facilities i.e. number, location, size and mandate of 
the CGIAR affiliated centres is the result of an evolutionary process driven by perceived needs, 
scientific opportunities, available resources and development considerations. 
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36. Pervasive changes in the economic and scientific fields as well as projections on 
availability of resources make it clear that the present organisational structure needs to 
changed. 
The ‘implementation task force or task manager’ with appropriate outside help 
including from the Centres, should also revisit the present structural organisation of the 
CGIAR Centres and develop proposals for future organisational arrangements at the 
centre level for consideration at MTM 2001. 
Functions and Mode of Operation of TAC 
Functions 
37. The responsibilities and main functions of TAC have evolved through the years. In the 
context of other organisational changes being discussed it would seem that TAC now has three 
main clearly defined functions. 
. First, it has responsibility for leading a process by which an agenda for CGIAR 
research is developed for consideration by the shareholders. The new process 
that is being proposed for this function is described in Chapter II. 
. Second, TAC is responsible for overseeing the process by which thecentres are 
systematically reviewed in regard to the scientific quality of the research. 
. Third, TAC leads the development of impact studies that inform the shareholders 
and other stakeholders on the impact and relevance of the research being 
developed in the CGIAR Centres. 
Modes of Operation 
38. The growing reliance on wide consultation and the evolving mandate of the CGIAR has 
led TAC to recognise the need for new modes of operation. These could include - among 
others: 
l a smaller number ofcore members, 
l a greater emphasis amongst members on strategic thinking capacity, 
l more interaction with stakeholders, 
l mobilising outside talent - for example through ‘ad hoc’ panels, task groups, and other 
research organisations 
l developing a stronger regional perspective - again through working more with regional 
organisations, and 
l drawing more on the internal Centre processes, in particular those related to strategic 
planning and review of scientific quality. 
An external review of TAB mandate, scope, competences and modus operandi might be 
a way forward. 
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The CGIAR and TAC Secretariats - 
39. Historical, organisational and budgetary reasons have determined that both Secretariats 
are situated in different institutions and locations. This situation has some advantages but also 
results in some inefficiencies which have been pointed out on a number of occasions starting 
with the Second External System Review (1981). 
40. On the other hand, the significant growth of the CGIAR resources, complexity of its 
mandate and research structure, number of shareholders and number of stakeholders who 
participate in the deliberation and decision making process have led to a significant growth in 
the responsibilities and functions of the CG and TAC secretariats. 
41. The creation of a Federation and other organisational changes being proposed including 
the nature and frequency of CGIAR meetings suggests: (a) the possibility of transferring a 
number of functions presently performed by the CG Secretariat to the Federation, (b) the need 
to reconsider the issues of location, institutional affiliation, funding and size of both secretariats 
and to determine the optimum situation at present, and (c) the need to consider the convenience 
of an integration process of both Secretariats and of sharing costs among all Members of the 
CGIAR. 
42. The Oversight Committee in consultation with the Cosponsors should initiate a 
process of analysis and evaluation of these issues. 
V. MONEY MATTERS 
43. Money will undoubtedly play a major role in the reform of the governance,organisation 
and structure of the CGIAR. The way funding is raised and disbursed could facilitate the 
processes of change. 
44. The ‘Longer Term Financing Strategy’ emphasises the importance of maintaining the 
traditional sources of funding from ODA sources, while increasing efforts through ‘Future 
Harvest’ to attract non-ODA sources. 
45. The CGIAR must aim to increase its funding and to broaden its sources of support. New 
sources of funding are seen as ‘southern countries’, private philanthropy, endowment, 
public/private partnerships and new wealth. 
46. The cornerstones of the strategy are seen as: 
. recasting the image of the CGIAR; and 
l presenting the CGIAR as a vital and relevant entity. 
47. The issues discussed by the Synthesis Group were: 
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Fund Raising 
48. It was generally agreed that being able to portray the CGIAR as a modern, relevant, 
efficient and productive organisation that is prepared to reform and streamline its workings will 
be essential to maintaining the funding support of Members, and attracting new sources of 
funding. 
49. Increasing the focus of fund raising on high profile ‘outcomes and impact’ might be more 
powerful; this appears to have been successful for health issues e.g. HIV and malaria: 
50. The current focus on the importance of international public goods research in the context 
of the forces of globalisation and the need to reduce poverty and protect the environment. There 
may also be opportunities to ‘use other events and processes to leverage new funding. Private 
sector and national government contributions should also be elicited since the international 
public goods developed by the CGIAR are necessarily complements to private investments and 
to national public goods investments 
51. It was agreed that having some central function - such as Future Harvest - responsible 
for fund raising was a cost effective way forward but it needed to focus on future outputs and 
outcomes. This was seen as another important activity that could become the responsibility for 
the proposed ‘Federation’. 
Models of Funding 
52. There remains a strong preference from the centres for a return to unrestricted core 
funding; however the donor Members felt that this was unlikely to be achieved unless there was 
a different approach to presenting the activities of the system as larger, high impact 
programmes. 
53. The current trend towards focusing on ‘restricted’ funding on relatively small projects 
increases the transaction cost for both thecentres and donors/Members, and makes it difficult to 
recover fixed overhead costs. 
54. A switch towards larger programmatic proposals and funding might make multi-annual 
commitments more feasible and reduce considerably transaction costs that are often associated 
with small projects. It might also permit a move away from annual voluntary funding of projects 
or centres towards a series of large programmes funded from an international fund that is 
‘replenished’ periodically, as is currently the mode for the Global Environment Facility. This 
approach might be tested within the CGIAR before it becomes more widely used; however more 
work needs to be done to assess the feasibility and level of support for such an approach before 
moving ahead with the development and testing of these ideas. 
55. There also appears to be growing support for the idea of an endowment or trust fund to 
support the gene bank and genetic conservation work of the CGIAR. Setting up governance 
arrangements that are compatible with the International Undertaking and which can cope with 
the concerns of donor ministries of finance will be essential. This may require the governance 
system for these funds and for the management of the gene banks to be a discrete function of 
the CGIAR 
14 
Competitive Funding 
56. The TAC paper had suggested that serious consideration be given to preparing the 
System to manage competitive funding to be consistent with the commissioning of research in 
many member countries and to tap new sources of funding. Competitive funding can be used to 
encourage efficiency gains and partnerships, help with the identification of ‘comparative 
advantage’ and to cope with increasing competition for scarce funding. 
57. However it was recognised that there were increased transaction costs associated with 
this process that would add further the pressures on staff and operational costs at thecentres. It 
might also be less appropriate for the funding of long termprogrammes aimed at producing or 
retaining international public goods - for example the safe custody and management of the 
gene banks. 
58. It was recognised that some donors already operated competitive funds and that there 
was some competition between the centres and programmes for scarce funding. However there 
were no consistent system wide ‘rules’ or codes of conduct for such schemes. 
59. There was agreement that competitive funding could play a role in the CGIAR, but it 
should be done in a more transparent way and under a code of conduct that ensure a greater 
coherence across the system. It was concluded that the Oversight Committee be asked to 
establish a working group or ‘task force’, drawn from across the system to develop 
guidance on good practice across the CGIAR and report by MTM 2001. 
Accountability 
60. Several participants were concerned that current trends in funding and diffusion of 
management responsibility in partnerships were making the chains of financial ( and technical ) 
accountability less clear. No conclusions were reached by the Synthesis Group, other than there 
was a need to ensure that chains of responsibility and accountability were clear at the outset of 
an activity or partnership. This is undoubtedly an area where further discussion will be needed 
as we move forward with the change agenda. 
Funding the Costs of TransitionlRestructuring 
61. There might be significant costs associated with restructuring and transformation. A 
lesson of experience was that longer-term gains and savings often required ‘up-front’ 
investment. 
62. The Members of the CGIAR would need to agree to meet these costs before the 
changes and transformation started - and to identify the source (s) of such funding. 
Action 
63. The CGlAR Chairman through the heads of the Cosponsoring agencies. should 
convene in 2001 a High Level meeting of donors/Members to discuss the issues of a 
greater coherence in funding, ways of leveraging new funds for other international 
processes and the prospects for moving towards new modes and systems of funding. 
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This meeting should be based on some specific proposals and be developed through 
earlier consultations with the donors and centres during ICW2000. 
VI. CONCLUSIONS 
64. This was the first opportunity for a group of people drawn from across the CGIAR to 
consider aspects of governance, organisation and structure. The discussions and working 
groups were assisted by some excellent documents from TAC, CBCICDC, FC, EIARD and the 
Members. However the issues associated with reform are difficult and complex, so it is not 
surprising that it was not always easy to agree and in some areas we ended without reaching a 
consensus. This is not surprising but it will be important to have further discussions at ICW2000 
and to reach some conclusion on the contentious issues. 
65. It has been possible to draw some conclusions and to recommend some ways forward. 
No change, no gain - no option 
66. Despite the past achievements of the CGIAR, the external context is changing creating 
new opportunities and threats. To continue with the original paradigm of independent centres, 
independent donors, independent technical advice and decision making through consensus, will 
not allow the system to benefit from the new environment and play its full role in poverty 
reduction, natural resources management and environmental protection. The CGIAR needs to 
become more flexible and responsive, more efficient, a better partner, more coherent and 
cohesive - to be the leading supplier of global public goods derived from international 
agricultural research for the poor. There is also a clear need to separate those activities that are, 
and should be, inclusive and consultative from those which are executive and managerial. 
Move forward with some quick wins and a sustained process of change 
67. The work of TAC and of the CBC/CDC has identified several areas where efficiency 
gains and savings could be quickly achieved by working together better, expl,oiting new 
advances in information technology and pooling services to the centres and members. Taking 
advantage of these opportunities should be a priority for the System. 
68. However these activities should only be seen as the first steps in a sustained process of 
change, which will aim at reducing poverty and achieving food security as a two-pronged 
approach, natural resources management in support of poverty reduction, a new regional 
dimension to research planning and implementation, and a reaffirmation of the global public 
goods role as a complement to private and national goods investments. These advances will 
only be sustained by some more fundamental changes to the structure, governance and 
organisation of the CGIAR and its centres. 
Strengthening regional partnerships 
69. The mission and goals of the System w]ll only be achieved through strengthening the 
work of the system at regional level, working more closely with current and new partners - 
particularly the regional research organisations and fora, the private sector and civil society. It is 
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equally important that the Centres identify their global role in the context of regional and national 
research/ development plans and strategies. 
70. Likewise there could be efficiency and impact gains through the CGlARcentres working 
together more closely at regional level. 
Strengthening inter-centre working through the setting up of a ‘Federation’ 
71. In their paper on governance issues the CBC/CDC had developed some ideas for the 
setting up of a ‘Federation’ with a support office/Unit and Board. This idea was the focus of 
considerable discussion about the need for such a body. 
72. The Group concluded that there were pros and cons for various aspects of the 
proposals, but that on balance the idea to move forward with a broadly owned ‘Federation’ was 
a risk worth taking. 
Change is managed - but there must be some incentives 
73. It was the conclusion of the Synthesis Group that any process of radical change would 
need to be managed and where necessary ‘driven’. It is suggested that an implementation task 
force be appointed to take forward the change process. 
74. Experience has shown that there are often costs - significant costs associated with 
change. It would not be possible to move forward with a change agenda unless the necessary 
resources are made available -should the CGIAR accept that the best way forward is through a 
‘Federation’ structure. 
However, there are risks - but no risks - no change 
75. The idea to establish a Federation will need to be further discussed and elaborated at 
ICW 2000. There are risks associated with the move towards a more integrated and coherent 
way of doing business, 
76. It would mean a loss of some of the ‘independence’ that the CGIAR has prized and 
protected in the past. It would lead to a greater interdependence amongst the Members and the 
Centres. It would require a trust in others to reach decisions, for decisions and undertakings to 
be honoured and a reliance on other organisations, particularly at regional level to help in the 
processes of agenda setting. 
77. However unless the CGIAR does start to change its structures and ways of doing 
business, it is in danger of losing opportunities and relevance. This could result in erosion of 
funding and political support. 
78. Finally, it was the conclusion of the Synthesis Group that we must make some 
decisions at ICWZOOO to move forward and put in place the mechanisms and incentives 
,that will initiate and sustain a process of change. However we need a timetable for 
implementation, with milestones and responsibilities clearly set. We need significant 
progress by MTM2001 and to aim to reach closure on the main issues by the end of 2001. 
The changes should be agenda driven. 
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ANNEX A 
CGIAR 2010: VISION AND STRATEGY 
SYNTHESIS PROCESS: GOVERNANCE, ORGANISATION AND STRUCTURE 
TERMS OF REFERENCE 
At the Mid-Term Meeting of the CGIAR in Dresden the Oversight Committee was asked to 
initiate a synthesis process, based on the work of TAC, CBCICDC, FC and an E-Conference 
and any other contributions on governance, organisation and structure, and to present a 
‘synthesis paper’, to assist discussion and possible conclusions at ICW 2000. 
2. The Synthesis Process will take place in 2 stages: 
l Stage I: A facilitated workshop of a larger working group (25-30) of stakeholders, 
serving in an individual capacity, but drawn from across the CGIAR and including a 
number of well informed people from outside the system. This group might split into 
smaller working groups once the main issues have been identified. 
l The task for this group will be, to identify the key issues, options and opportunities for 
CGIAR in the areas of governance, organisation and structure. They will build on the 
papers from TAC, CBC, CDC, FC, the outputs of the electronic conference and 
submissions from the members. The output would be a series of summaries 
wing ttie k ey issues and options on governance, organisation and structure and 
where there is convergence or divergence of views. 
l Stage 2: A drafting group of 5-7 people will prepare a ‘synthesis report’ of lo-15 
pages based on the output of the larger working group, setting out the key issues and 
options for discussion at ICW 2000. 
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3. The outputs of stage 1 will focus on issues of governance. organisation and structure, and 
aim to: 
. identify the main issues and options; 
l identify those areas where there is significant agreement; 
l identify those areas where further discussion or elaboration of issues and options are 
needed; 
Stage 2 will: 
l produce a Synthesis report, including series of annotated ‘briefs’ for the working 
groups proposed for ICW 2000; 
l to circulate these papers in the week of 9-13 October, 
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